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1. Introduction
The current evolution of a new capitalism, which facilitates social innovation and organizational
change, functions as a part of an open system that has impacts on the way organizations operate
(Espejo, 1996 ; Checkland, 1999). Social innovation and entrepreneurship have been an integral
for organizational transformation in the era of the fourth industrial revolution. In this paper, I raise
a question such as how it is possible to apply the concept of viable systems theory in understand-
ing the relation between innovation and organizational change in social practice. I will investigate
the phenomenon of social innovation and organizational change from viable system’s perspective.
It is based explanation in understanding of the processes of systemic complexity which explores
the multiple planes of energy, information and totality in any viable system from Schwarz’s sys-
temic perspectives. Using Schwarz’s model explaining the nature of viable system, it applies the
concept of creativity and innovation into the area of organizational contexts. The model shows
how productivity and information, knowledge and ethics should combine in the model of viable
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This paper investigates the complex relationship between social innovation and organiza-
tional change from systemic perspectives. Systems approach is proposed to explore the dy-
namic nature of social innovation, organizational analysis and change that is based on a new
spirit of management paradigm. In order to suggest a new thinking of the management para-
digm in organizational contexts, I regard ethics and social responsibility being an integral for
theoretical imperative to nurture a new thinking in management paradigm. Viable systems-
based theory offers us to see the management of social and organizational innovations from the
multiple perspectives, in which Beer’s Viable System Model is used for developing a new
model of organizational diagnosis in practice. In this way, viable systems-based theory is pro-
posed to explore the nature of social innovation in relation to the sustainability of social and or-
ganizational systems. This development of viable systems theory suggests new possibilities
towards a systems based philosophy that is useful for the livability and sustainability of the capi-
talism in South Korea.
system in logical manner. In other words, it shows how the alternative systemic thinking and
modelling are possible to dealing with the complex relationship among various units in organiza-
tions from cybernetic perspective. Dealing with these issues, I use systems approach, which is
based on Churchman’s philosophical understanding of the notion of inquiring systems, in order to
intervene in social practices.
In this paper, I explain why social innovation is necessary and how social innovation happens
in society and how it relates with business contexts. Then, I suggest what a new thinking in man-
agement paradigm is from a new systemic management perspective, using Schwarz’s model of vi-
able system. Based upon a new management paradigm, I propose the viable systems theory and
the system model and demonstrate how it can be applied in practice. Finally, I conclude the use-
fulness of systems approach for understanding of the nature of social innovation, organizational
analysis and change from a new paradigmatic perspective, and derive implications for further re-
search.
2. Why social innovation?
During the last decade, there has been an increasing interest in business studies for under-
standing the relationship between capitalism, and social innovation and organizational change in
the Korean society (Yu and Jung, 2014 ; Han, et al., 2017). In these studies, academics ask ques-
tions about why social innovation happens, what social innovation is, and how it relates with or-
ganizational analysis and change in practice? In order to understand the nature of social
innovation, I review the relationship between capitalism and social innovation. Recent years, we
have observed the nature of capitalism’s evolution being as a global phenomenon that factions as
a part of an open system that impact social transformation and organizational change. It also im-
pacts on way society operate (Checkland, 1999 ; Kazeroony, 2014).
The economic crisis happened in 2007, has acted as a stressor that has brought the resilience
of the capitalist democracy into question (Posner, 2010). Some have advanced the idea of
‘creative capitalism’ that has proposed the new approach of managing social innovation and organ-
izational change to address the social problems resulting from the contradictions associated with
economic growth in global society (Werhane, 2012). As a result, the nature of capitalism and the
context of its social relationship have changed, leading to social innovation and organizational
change (Kazeroony and Stachowicz-Stanusch, 2014). In social practice, it impacts an organiza-
tional performance and its relationship with ever-changing environments. For instance, social
entrepreneurship is emerging and spreading all over the world as a social entrepreneur who tries
to change the various social issues that are associated with market’s failure in the modern capital-
ist society. Social innovation movement takes place to awaken the active citizenship in their local
桃山学院大学総合研究所紀要 第44巻第１号2
communities. It contributes to the creation of a new business environment through the creation
of innovative products and services to the local communities as well as cooperative action of in-
dividuals or groups. It also contributes to create a new economic opportunities and a new cultural
environment through institutional innovation (Rindova, Barry and Ketchen, 2009 : 477). This in-
novative social movement takes place in global society due to technological innovation and, spe-
cifically, of the so-called information and communication technology (ICT) revolution. From a
general point of view, technological innovation become public knowledge as it created through
Information Technology innovation. And the fourth industrial revolution became possible through
innovation through new knowledge such as Artificial Intelligence (AI), Internets of Things (IoT)
and Big Data. In practice, innovative management is necessary for sustaining the viability of social
innovative business in the era of the fourth industrial revolution, which can create value for the
enterprise through innovation. Over last two decades, ‘creative capitalism’ has emerged with so-
cial innovation and innovation management to justify people’s commitment to the development of
a ‘sharing economy’ towards social justice in global society. As a result, the creative capitalism
contributes to create the common good in global society (Boltanski and Chiapello, 2005).
Advanced form of a sharing economy has evolved under the umbrella of a new spirit of ‘commu-
nity-based capitalism’ that will contribute to the development of a new face of ‘creative capitalism’
that has emerged to the global civil society (Skerratt, 2012 ; Yu, 2011). The growth of the social
economy and a new form of a sharing economy will result in the growing weight of what political
economists call ‘community-based capitalism’ (Yu and Jung, 2014).
3. Innovation management for a new management paradigm
Strategy for innovation management becomes a radical choice to create the corporate innova-
tion in order to achieve corporate performance towards a new management practice that has
evolved within a ‘community-based’ capitalist society (Tidd and Bessant, 2013 ; Yu and Jung,
2014). Dealing with ever-changing environment, organizations should be able to continuously
learn and innovate in order to identify issues and develop their core competencies. In this way,
innovation management is possible based on innovative management practice guided by a new
management paradigm and holistic thinking. In this section, I examine the ontology, epistemol-
ogy, ethics, system thinking by inquiry and design that enable a new management paradigm. A
new paradigm is difficult to define in words in management practice because there are various
opinions according to scholars. To make clear what a new management paradigm is ; I will discuss
what the management paradigm in is the modern business. The paradigm of business-related dis-
ciplines, and especially, the organizational theory, it began with Cartesianism (Donaldson, 2001).
As Cartesianism begins with the assumption which the whole is the sum of its parts, it is called
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the reductionism. This paradigm of management based on reductionism is called functionalism
paradigm. The nature of human being presupposed by Descartes as “Cogito ergo sum (I think,
therefore I am)” is very convincing argument. It extends to understanding the role of artificial in-
telligence which is extended to human thinking area instead of humans. The development of ar-
tificial intelligence from technological innovation, therefore it questions the identity of a human
individual who thinks only of myself. It is negligible in relation to the other. Through the techno-
logical revolution and the public use of technological innovation such as, artificial intelligence and
ICT, they can be equally adopted by everyone and access to innovation and the capacity to exploit
existing knowledge is not the same everywhere. However, through technological innovation,
even though it supersedes human thinking, it does not protect the personal information or per-
sonal privacy of human beings who interact with others. Thus, Descartes’ belief can represent the
position of ontology that supports human beings as a ‘thinking self’ in its own right. However, this
ontology can be a problem from an ethical point of view that arises from the relationships with the
other. It is a general concept that ignores all the various differences and attributes and character-
istics of human individuals, although it can be accepted as a universal concept as a ‘thinking self.’
For example, as a self-thinking self, is there no difference between myself and my parents, broth-
ers, friends or lover and somebody else? If we accept that there is no difference, I am like a ma-
chine with ‘thinking abilities’ or robot equipped with artificial intelligence. From a general point
of view, I cannot be exactly the same as others. In this sense, the German philosopher Heidegger
argues that the universality of the existential concept contained a mystery in that it included di-
verse differences that belonged to it (Park, 2014). Consequently, forDescartes, his theory
of rationalism is one-sidely egocentric and reductive. Thus, the new paradigm should be devel-
oped from the beyond the ontology based on Descartes’s rationalism.
The new paradigm should begin with a fundamental question about the nature of human beings
and our existence in society. For example, As I am a member in society, I have to think not only
for myself and what I am doing in society, but also other who encounters with me by a face to
face. The other person who comes before me in a fact faces and encounters me is not an alter ego
of me, but she has all essential aspects like me. None of them does justice and has freedom to the
other as I meet her in her strangeness face to face. The question is how I can coexist with her
and still leave her otherness. According to Levinas (1991), there is only way, by language and
through ‘the phenomenology of the other’ what we may call it. For instance, to making conversa-
tion with the other, and to expose the question of the other, I may escape or forget myself from
a self-centered perspective or egocentric views as far as I have an engagement with her to make
ethical choice to welcome the stranger and to share my world by speaking to her. In other word,
I become social self by first freely making a choice for communication and ethical behaviors such
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as generosity, and making justice and freedom from the other’s perspective. For Levinas, think-
ing, ethics, communication, actions and behaviors become serious only when we pay attention to
the other as other person, animal, plant and thing, and take account of her, and the strange world
we inhabit. Levinas’s approach to holistic thinking differs from the holistic thinking of other con-
temporary philosophy in the following ways (Levinas, 1991). It refers to languages where there
are always rooms for the open-ended dialogues, and for further development through the diversity
of dialogues which contains a set of questions and answers. It rejects the traditional rational as-
sumption that reason has singular. In fact, our lived life-experience has plurality or diversity that
reason has many possibility and approaches as truth reveals itself in many different ways. In this
way, our systems approach prefers to start with systematic analysis of the distinctive features of
each beings or becoming in their otherness, and only then to show its relations with other beings
or becoming in the light of distinctive features of them. This others-oriented mode of thinking,
speaking and acting will open to explore a new thinking in the fields of systems science, manage-
ment paradigm and practice. This will make to change our thinking on holism as it will make par-
ticular beings in a whole which includes their exteriority and otherness. This is exactly what the
concept of totality means in the terms of Levinas (1991).
Understanding a new thinking in terms of Levinas’s philosophical thoughts, it leads us to un-
derstand to shifting paradigms from a ‘functionalist’ sociological and management perspective.
Based upon the assumption of Cartesianism, a functionalist paradigm has developed with the the-
ory of equilibrium in which systems are in equilibrium that is able to deal with environmental
change. According to equilibrium theory, systems survive dynamically through maintaining stabil-
ity and a control mechanism. A new paradigm, on the other hand, has developed that sees the uni-
verse as being fundamentally non-equilibrium (Prigogine and Stengers, 1984). Complexity theory
is concerned with the development of situations away from deterministically controlled stability.
According to Stacy (1993), a new management paradigm is emerged from complexity theory. The
stability sought by the predominant management paradigm is not appropriate to understand the
complex nature of organizations. The ability of organizations to survive should not be seen as
being tied to the natures of determination and equilibrium or stability, but rather by using stability
for a short term and instability and non-deterministic nature for long-term (Stacy, 1993).
Complexity theory, which is derived from chaos theory, has enabled us to understand ideas about
complex adaptive systems and the way in which they respond and adapt to fundamental change
or new conditions. This describes changes in ‘topology,’ and it occurs as discontinuities in sys-
tems in the terms of mathematical bifurcation theory. Having understood with this topology, it can
be described in the ‘form’ and related ‘behaviours’ of the viable system that means as it changes
spontaneously (Yolles, 1999 : 167).
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Based on a new management paradigms and complexity theory, innovation management can be
useful to value innovation, creativity and leadership in order to create the possible future projects
for organizations. Put differently, it creates variety in the terms of Ashby (1966). By creating va-
riety in Ashby’s terms, this means that we should take into account an indeterministic future that
can identify ‘possibilities’ rather than ‘outcomes.’ It is important to understand that people make
spontaneous interactions and communication under conditions of uncertainties. Having under-
stood the new management paradigm, I will discuss the need for understanding organizational
analysis and change from a new management perspective in the next section.
4. Viable systems theory for a new systems perspective
Influenced by both a new management paradigm and complexity theory, a new thinking in or-
ganization theory is emerged in last two decades. For instance, the works of Foucault and
Foucauldians ideas to management studies have influenced to change a management discipline
such as the valid management knowledge which seeks to investigate the relation of ‘positive
knowledge’ and power with reference to the social practices that are emerged from an historical
perspective (Carter, Mckinlay and Rowlinson, 2002). This approach seeks to understand the way
in which discourses emerge in social contexts, what give a discourse in sensible to make issues
of power, knowledge and ethics and how it functions within social practice. On the other hand, a
modern system theory has been developed with the contribution from complexity theory.
Innovation is a function of the systems in which the nature of networks and interconnections
forms the characteristics of any viable system or organizations. According to Yolles (1999 : 180),
viable system exists in complex environments and sustains its viability through the processes of
self-actuation which includes three dynamic processes of self-organization (including adaptation
and evolution), self-production and self-creation (including self-reference). This ontological na-
ture of any viable system can be characterized by two types of homogeneous and heterogeneous
cycles that connect between the physical, logical and existential planes. In order to make two
types of ontological cycles, each member of an organization to take part in production and organ-
izational decision-making activities (Probst, 2005), and what is important for production and de-
cision-making activities is the relationship amongst the organizational groups or units, the
dynamics of the systems and its environment. A primary function of any viable system is to pro-
duce the value added processes and activities. It means that the ‘productivity’ of the system is
consist of the primary processes or activities which is normally concerned with ‘creativity’ and
learning. In viable system, creativity means the capability or ability to consistently transform raw
materials into outputs in order to increase a meaningful diversity through innovation and value
creation. The concept of ‘productivity’ refer to the physical plane of viable system which increases
桃山学院大学総合研究所紀要 第44巻第１号6
in its autonomy from the state of homeostasis and development of physical structures that occur
with self-organization (morphogenisis) in Schwarzian metamodel of viable natural systems
(Schwarz, 1994). The participatory process of decision-making and the relationship among units
are essential for any viable system model or VSM as the diverse ideas raised through participation
and relationship in any healthy organization (Lynden and Klingele, 2000). In such characteristics
of viable system, a new management science is concerned with new ideas of humanity and ethics
that underlie conditions of postmodernity and increasing ambiguity and indecision (Carter,
Mckinlay and Rowlinson, 2002 : 562). Participation and relationship refers to the logical plane of
viable system which increases in its autonomy from the state of homeostasis and development of
logical networks that occurs with self-regulation (autopoiesis) in Schwarzian metamodel of viable
natural systems (Schwarz, 1994). In research on system’s healthiness from cybernetic perspec-
tive, organizational justice refers to the idea that decision or an action is morally right, which can
be defined in reference to ethics, fairness, equity, conducts and law (Tabibnia, Satpule and
Lieberman, 2008). Organizational justice refers to the existential plane of self-organization which
increase in autonomy and development of individual identity that occurs with self-reference or
self-creation (autogenesis) in Schwarzian metamodel of viable natural systems (Schwarz, 1994).
A primary goal of any viable system living in an environment is to increase its viability. Viable
system theory seeks to understand phenomena as a whole and consequently the term ‘holism’ is
sometimes to illustrate, diagnose and understand the nature of organizational complexity (Espejo,
et al. 1996). Schwaninger (2003) provides an organizational structure for multiple dimensions for
exploring production, strategic planning and innovation in the organizational environment from
cybernetic perspective. This approach provides a helpful conceptual framework for understanding
rational human behavior. However, Cybernetic management and Viable System Model (VSM)
were originally developed according to Ashby’s Law of Requisite Varity in order to explain the
functioning and processes of self-regulating systems (Ashby, 1966). Based on the cybernetic
principles of Law of Requisite Variety, VSM has limitation to explore human nature of the pur-
poseful systems that is emerged from human consciousness. In order to overcome this limitation
of VSM and cybernetic management, I use the Churchman (1971)’s philosophical understanding
of the notion of ‘inquiring systems’ and metatheory which is can be used with reflective practice
on systems research. Ulrich (1983) developed the boundary judgements of critical systems heu-
ristics (CSH) using Churchman’s systems thinking that is useful to explore the relevance of
moral development for the improvement of social practice, the emancipatory interest can be re-
vealed (Jackson, 2000). Critical systems heuristics tends to secure the improvement of life con-
ditions and comprehensive rationality by considering the mutual understanding and agreement
which are made up on the basis of the communicative ethics and ethics of the whole systems.
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Being critical systems practitioners, thus, implies that we must question all the assumptions or
a priori judgements that are presupposed in one’s standpoints. Being emancipatory or critical sys-
tems thinking, it is beyond the viewpoints of ontological complexity, it questions the claims of sci-
entific discourse and reveals the limitation of scientific statements (Ulrich, 1987 ; 1998). Thus,
this recent development of boundary critique as its second-order concepts can bring in the differ-
ent rationalities of the involved planners and all those responsible citizens together, so as to reach
the equality of citizens that is needed if we are pursuing an ideal state of boundary judgements
(Midgely, 2000. It is then social systems design to be implemented as a participatory approach to
problem solving or decision making for social planning that respects all perspectives of policy
makers, systems designers, users and others, based on the belief that diversity is the basis for de-
veloping critical ethics (Midgley, 2000). In sum, Churchman’s systems approach and Ulrich’s
Critical Systems Heuristics tends to motivate participants to express their diverse perspectives
as these approaches contribute to develop a new thinking in management paradigm emerges.
5. Conclusions
In this paper, I introduced and discussed the philosophy, theory and model of systems approach
to understand the nature of social innovation and organizational change using Schwarzian
metamodel of viable natural systems. There are very few studies that investigate at the nature of
social innovation, organizational change and analysis from a new management paradigmatic per-
spective. Many of the studies found focused on the technical innovation or managerial aspects of
the business, focusing on creating value or profitability within the business practice (Chan Kim
and Mauborgne, 1999). In this paper, I investigate the complex relationship between social inno-
vation and organizational change from systemic perspectives. Through this research, systems ap-
proach is proposed to identify how a new management paradigm is useful in association with
social innovation and innovation management to affect and influence organizational analysis and
change from cybernetic perspectives. Using viable systems theory, I discuss about how the pro-
posed Viable System Model might be applied to organizational contexts. In this way, I argue that
systems approach is useful to identify the alternative way of looking at the nature of social inno-
vation, organizational analysis and change from holistic perspective.
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